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schools* The" major objective of the /procrMD* was to enable the piipils 
to achieve competency anfl fluency in the use of the English language 
anfl td assist tTiem ^in attaining a li achievement level appropriate for 
their grafle level placement. This was accomplished by providing the 
students- with experiences i n language within functional settings 
through an aQdio-lingual method, Instrictj^on was conducted iji small 
groups of from four, to ei^ht for' a period of forty to sixty minutes 
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differences in improvement among tri^atasnts suggested that tlie ^" 
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otff^wi^e may not have functioned as wsll in the English As a Seoond 
Language classroom- (Author/AM) 
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THE PROGRAM 

The purpose of the program was to proviHe instruction in 
the English Language with emphasis on or^l English fot Eligible 
non^English speaking pupils, enrolled in the Title I non-public 
schools,^* The major objective was to enable participating 
pupils to achieve competency and fluency io,the use of the 
English language and to assist'them in attaining an achievement 
leyel appropriate for their grade -level placement, 

. This was accomplished by providing the studejits with ex- |^ 

% 

periences in language within functional settings throjigh an 
audio- lingual approach in small groups of from four to eight for 
a period 'of forty to sixty minutes_fpr_twg to^^ 

Varied and appropriate learning materials and audio-visual equip 
ment were used.^ 

The program was in effect from September 1974 through June 

30^ 1975 and was implemented in ninety two (92) schools during 

J - ^ - 

the fall term and in ninety-five (95) schools during the spring 

A totai of 3,808 eligible non-public school pupils from 

grades kindergarten through twelve were serviced^ and. were select 

ed on the basis of referrals from the principals, classroom 

teachers, guidance counsellors, and on occasion from other Title 

I teachers in the schools. In addition the ESL teachers admin-* 
ft 

istered the total auditory test of the.. Stanford Achievement ?est 
and c;ave an oral proficiency test to each entering nu^il in 
order to determine his need of ESL instruction. ' 



EVALUATION PROCEDURES 

Evaluation objective #1 . This was to determine whether as ^ re- 
suit of participation- in tljfe program the competency and fluendy 
in the use of English by thfe students would show a statistically 
significant difference between pre-test scores. and post-;test 
scores . ^ , 

Evaluation objective ^f2 This was to cietermine the various ef- 
fects of treatment combination involving the s\ipportive serviQes 
of speech and <Ai,nical guidance. 

Subjects * All participants in the program were' tested. > 
Tes ting The Total Auditory Test of the 1974 Stanford Achievement 
Test was administered as a pre-test in April 1974 and also in 
September 1974, The primary level form A was given to grades 
two through eight while the intermediate level fo^ A was given 

to grades nine through twelve, A post test of the same test and 

. ' . , , ' 

levels, form & was administered to these students in late April 
1975. • . « 

The Test of Basic Experiences was' administered aS" a pre-test in 
January 1975 and as a post^te^t in April 1975 to all kindergarten* 
and first grade pupils. ^ 

Data Colle.ction - Test~9ata along'wi'th 'o€Ker^p\iqpiX'"BCa€5^ 
by the evaluator were recorded ^by the ESL teachers on optical 
scanning sheets # hand delivered by the teachers to the coordina- 
tor's office, and picked up by the evaluator the lastt week in. May. 
Data was collected on 3,808 pupils. \ 



Limitations on Data Analysis A total of 2,987 pairs of pre and 
post -test scores were' analyzed. Pre or post "test scores were not 
available for 440 pupils for a "number of reasons. Sixty-five 
(65) students were absent for either the pre or post test, 216 , 
.were reported as transients, 54 were withdrawn from the program 
' before post testing since they had made sufficient progress and 
no longer were in need of the service, 71 entered the program too 
late to be pre tested,' 25 scores were considered invalid, 7 scores 

recorded inaccurateJ.y and data on 2 students were misplaced 
by a teacher* The evaluator rejected 381 pairs of scores because , 
other necessary information such 'as the type of treatment re- 



ceived or the grade level of the pupil was not available, 

A true analysis of variance was limited by the fact that the 
groups reeei'Viiig--the— three-different--i:r^ 

ical at the start of the program since some pupils were handi- 
capped by the need for either guidance or speech. 

No analysis of variance was performed for grades 9, IP, 11 
and 12 since the total was less than 30 \n each group. 

Hb analysis was made of the paraprofessional component since 
less than 30% of the teachers had full time assistance* 
Da ta Analysis - A cdrrelated "t test was performed fp>T each of the 
Sf?^^.. ?[?oHP?.' sddition^j^ an^lysi^^ 

for KSL only vs iCSL with speech and for ESL only vs HSL wiMi 
guidance. Separate analyses were done for grades 2 and 3, 4, b 
atifi t>, 7 and 3. All data analyses were Jone comnutei'. 



0 



E valuation obje ctive #3 In order, to determine the extfent to' 
which the' program was implemented in the schools the evaluator 
visited 20 of the elementary schooled and both /high schools in-* 
volved in the program, A "list of these schools^ was assigned 
to the evaluator by the director of the non-public school pro- ^ 
grains and was therefore neitheV chosen nor* randomly- selected ^by 
the" eva5?uator, Pre-yisits were made to all twenty eleinentary 
schools during November and December while post visits to all 
^jtaf^enty- elementary 3chools .and both .high scliools were made in 
April, May and June, Two or three groups of students were ob- 
served during each; visit and interviews were conducted with more 
than, half of the ESL teachers either in their schoolSB or at staff 
meetings. In addition interviews were conducted with almost all 
of the principals and man y ofy^the regular classroom teacher s aod 
some of the Title I teachers in the Speech and Guidance compon-* 
snts in the schools'visited. The researcher observed each of 
the ESL supervisors in the field. and had numerous meetings with 
t:hem and the project coordinator during the school year. In ad- 
dition the researcher attended many, of the small group teachers* 
'workshops and largo' group staff meetings. 
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ri.:,); -^,o !j.>/^i;p upon T'lr rv^UTATiow- objl :^ iv^s 



In order*to determine whether as a result of participation in. the orogram there would be, 
statistically significant difference between the' pre and cost test scores a correlat'ed t test 
was oerformed for the various grade levels and treatments. The resuljts -tife recorded in table 1 



below: 



Treatment N 



ESL only. 104 



ESL' only 617 
ESL & Guid. 120 
ESL & 3p, 200 



.ESL only 569 
ESL & Sp, 285 



ESL only . 398 
KSL & Guid. 130. 
ESL & ,Sp. '1-18 



T ABLE 1 ■ . 

*' . 

M^AIJ AND T VALUES FOR GRADES KINDERGARTEN -THROUGH TWELVE 



--P^re-test 
Meaia--Score 

9.2 



15.88 
■15.65 
16'-. 54 



MEAH AND T VALUES FOR KINDERGARTEN (raw scores) ' „ ^ „ 

Level of Significance 



Post- test 
Mean score 



Diff . 



Value 
q> f T 



"'--^ ■ i4.1 ■ ,49 11.99 . 

MEAN AND T VALUES FOR GRADE 1 -(raw scores) 

/ 



20,50 
20,50 
20.64 



4.: 

4.8 
4.1 



29.88 
10,77 
15.09 



.001 



-.001 
.001 

".ooi 



MEAN AND T VALUES FOR GlOvDES 2 & 3 • (grade equivalents). 



1,12 
1.10 



1.82. 

1.93 

1.92 



1.73 , ,61 26.51 

1„6.3„™^_..^^_.,&0, ^,1 ^ . n 

1.68 .57 , ' 12.4*8 



.001 
,001 
~.00T 



MEAN AND'T VALUES FOR GRADES 4&5sC. .(grade ^ equivalents) ' 



2.51 
2-. 54 
'2.63 



.69 
.60 
.70 



19'. 5 2 
"10.07 
13.85 



.001 
.001 
,001 



Treatment . -J Mean'Scoce > Mean Score * . - "' of T ] 

. . \ ■ ' • ■ ^ ■ ■ ■ ~ , ~ 

: -Egl,- only 109 . . 2.12 2.54^ . 4J 5.95 ^ .001 

' ESlv S~gu4d. ^44^ / - Z.;3.- .. ; 3.0 • ' * " -.$4 4.6 * ^001 

. ESL 6 St). ■ Z2-' / 'l.S ■ ' ' ' 2.2 > ' • "^O 4.97 .001 

*. MEftH A^?D'T• VAI,U'£fS FDR 'GRAPE 3 (grade equivaients) 



All treatment's 23.*' ' '^l-^S. , * .^i^ 4.19 ' . .43 ■* 2.28 .001 

grouped to- *■■,■,*'.• * > - ■ • 

gether ^ ' . 



MEAN AND T VALUES FOR -GRADiiS 10SllSl2 ^(grade equivalents) 



All tre^tufients' 21 ■ ' 4,'07 , 5.22 •1,14 5.83 ■ .001 

grouped to- i ' * • • . " " . ^. ^ . >^ ^ 

As*- indicated^ in Table 1 highly significant in^irovement was made at all girade levels as indica- 
ted bjr^ thji correlated t tesj: with 'significance at ,001 level. Gains of from almost five months 



to <«eveai. monyis were ma<3e. 
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In order to Jetermine t*.^ various effects of treatment comoinntions ijivolving'th© supportive 
services of clinical guidance and speech an analysis of variance was done. ?^aw scores were used 
for first graders while grade equivalents were used for all others* The results are recorded in 
the Table 2 below and are organized by grade groups and treatment received* 











TABLE 2 










AVERAGE MEAN- GAIN 


fi F RATIO - ESL ONLY VS. 


ESL AND SPEECH 








Total 


N - 


N ESL 


' Average Mean 


Average MeaA 


F 


Level of 


Grade 


N 


ESL only 


fi SP. 


Gain ESL only 


Gain ESL fi Sp. 


Ratio 


Significance 




817 


617 


200, 


4.6 


4.1 


^.80 


.10 


2 fi 3 - 


354 


569 


285 


.61 


• .57 


.79 


.37 ' 


4&5&6 ' 


546 


398 


148 


.68 


.71 


.08 


.68 


7 fi * 


' 142 


109 


32 ' 


.41 


.70 


3.7 


.06 


As 


indicated in Table 


2 there 


was no significant 


difference between 


the ESL only and the 


ESL and 


Speech 


treatments • 













Although in the seventh and eighth grade' group the average mean gain was .41 for the ESL 

only treatment and .70 for the. ESL with Sp««ch treatment^ the difference was not significant. 

, TABLE 3 ' 



ERIC 





AVERAGE 


HEAtI GAIN 


& F RATIO 


- ESI. mVt VS. ESL AND GUIDANCE 






Grada 


Total 


H ESl' 


N ESL 


Average Mean Average Mean 


F 


« 

, L^yel of 


- -J 


only 


fi Guid. 


Gain ESL only Gain ESL & Guid. 


Ratio 


Significance 


1st 


. 7 37 


617 


X20 


4.6 (raw score) 4. 8 


..3 


.58 


2 £ J 


756 


569 


187 ^• 


.61 ' .51 • 


4.9 


* .04 


4&5s>; 


52£ 


.398 


130 


.68 ' .61 


1.-2 


.26 


7 & 1 


153 


109 


44 


*-.41 .64- 


2.6 


.10 • 




indicated 


in Tai^le 3 


there was 


no significant difference between the 


ESL 


only and the 


ESL and 


Guidance treatments. 











- 3 - 

vyti.."., t.ic sevcnr/. i^:' • 1 1'lt'i t^'adc grouo Tiad an avoraq!'=! mean oain'of .64\ f->r the ^^S;,. 

^ : 1 

aru-: i i. c? crea4:ni<?nt ^ts opposed to a gain of .41 for t.to iJoL onlv treatment:. \ -oi-o-jn- 

ir^- this casG also fne difference was noi significant according to the F rat^o \ 
■ ■ * . ~ \ 



\ 

\ 
\ 
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Evaluation Objective #3 In order to achieve the implementation 
objGCtive the researcher studied data collectod during observa* 
tions and intorviei^s and analyzed print-outs of student, teacher 
and. program information* The results follow?: 

I mple g nentat ion - The program was fully implemented in 92 schools 

during the. fall term and in 95 schools during the spring term* 

It was in effect from ther beginning of September to the Gnd of 

June> Service was provided. two days a week for 54% of the pupils 

ami three days a week for 35*2%* Only 5*5% received instruction 

five days a. week. The average number of days in attendance was 

63, ' ■ " - ' . ' " . 

Staff The prograun provided for 65 #2 positions which were cov- 

ered by 78 teachers approximately 35 of w^om were licensed ESL 

'd * " - ' 

teachers* Almost all were qualified ajid very conscientious* 

Approximately 80% were in the program for two or more years* 
Many of the teachers, about thirty-five, were enralled in an in- 
service ESL course during the fall term and five were enrolled 
in a masters program*. ^ 

There were three supervisors who observed andassisted the 
teachers in the field, conducted orientation meetings, small 
"group work:5hops, and staff Tne"€rtirigs during the year. They visited 
Gach teacher about four times and provided in-servitfe training 
and on the job assistance in areas of planning^ grouping^ teaching 

methods^ and learning materials* They also assisted with admin* 

' ' * 

istrative affairs at the central office* 

' ■ The program was directed by .one project coordinator, v;ho 

^dninistrated and coordinated tho program effoctivoly, 

'17 ^ . ' ■ ■ 



Facilities - Facilities were generally very good* ^ Most teachers 
had- a classroom or a small room suitable for small group instruc- 
tion and the storage of materials* In approximately 10% of the 
schools the program was hot assigned a room and classes were ^ub- 
sequently held in a section of tfie auditorium, gym or stage* 
Supervision and Training - Before classes began there were three 
orientation meetings for all ESL teachers* In addition, c^ach 
teacher had onc^ meeting a month with the supervisor and a smull 
group of teachers from the surrounding schools* These took * 
place at the newly formed storage sites where materials and equip 
ment were made available for exchange Wong the teachers* The 
teachers were very pleased with the set^tinq up of the storage 
sites, with the mat^frials available and with the meetings where 
they were able to share ideas* Periodic large group staff meet- 
ings were held for all teachers* As previously mentioned^ the 
supervisors visited each teacher approximately four timGS during 
the ye ar^ arranged for Intervisitations, and conducted small group 
workshops when the^ non-public schools werfe closed* Teachers. in- 
dicated that they would prefer more assistance early in Se^ptember 
They also stated that intervisitations were very valuable and 
requested that there be more of them perhaps by teams of teachers 
ixxid under the ^guidance of a supervisor* 

Materials and Equipment - Appropriate and sufficient equipment 
and materials which were culturally oriented and interestinq were 
qenerally available to all teachers in the program and additional 
*aaterials were made available throughout the year throuqn tt\c* 

IS' 
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storage site-'^^xchange' method,. A few teachers indicated that some 
of the eq^upment ^3id arrive late in the term due to poor delivery 
praqtices^on the part of companies, A few teachers indicated the 
need for more learning equipment^ especially the tape recorder. 
Most teachers used the materials and equipment effectively while 
a f evr-did not make them. an integral part of the program. \^ 
Students The program serviced the needs of the specific tat^get^ 
population for which it was "designed. It provided intensive in* 
struction in the English language to puplTls^whpse^ language 
was other than English- Spanish was the native languag^&-af^ 71, 7% 
of the si:udents, Italian 8.8%, Creole 5,6%, Greek 3 , 4%/ Oriental 
2.6%, French 2.3%, Slavic 2.2%, Yiddish or Hebrew .9%, Portugues 
'4%, Hungarian .2%, German .1% and other 1.7%* Approximately half 
.(51,5%) of the pupils were first and second graders and less than 
1.5% were ninth through twelfth graders* ' . 

Instruction - The glasses as observed were cpnducted by generally 
competent teachers in small- groups oi from fouj: to eight pupils, 
emphasis v;as placed on group instruction with less .att^htioTi 
' jiven to individual work. Teachers indicated tha^ when attend-- 
ance fell to three students in a gropp^ it was difficult to carry 
out a lesson effectively since there was less opportunity for 
ihteraction. The most effective grouping was considered to be 
six. ^ ' ^ 

f ;ross-reference and Impact of Othec Programs - The Title I sup^ 
portxve services of Speech and Clinical Guidance had dxrect 
cross reference to and impact on the English as a-Seconci Language 

19 " ' 



L^rogram. The C3L program identified those puDils in need of 
thGso supportive services and vicG-versa and worked with them 
In meeting ^tlie neetls of these children. Analysis of the data 
revealed that 30.5% of the participating students received the 
CSL treatment only, 19.7% received ESi, plus Speech, 14.4% re-, 
ceived ESL plus guidance, and 9.3% received ESL plus .Speech 
. and Guidance. The findings relating to i;he effects of the var- ■ 
ious treatments havq already been discussed. The District 
Offices *'plug-in'* program for providing paraprofessional as- 
sistance provide4 for^extra individualization and additional aid 
to teachers in a few schools. Analysis of the data indicated 
that 17.5%^of the 3,808 pupils received full time paraprofes- 
sional services. , ^ 

screpancy Analysis - The program^ was fully and effectively 
imp^^ement^d^n^ schools and the aspects coincided with the 
descriptions foumT^iir^tR*^ A discrepancy existed in 

that during, the fall the program was implemented^^ 92 schools 
rather than the proposed 94. During the spring terra tho^pro^rait! 

'' ' * 

took place in 95 schools. Since in one School there was a 
'strict dress, regulation it was difficult to assign a, teacher. 
The program was discontinued early in the f al'l^ term^in the other 
school because of lack of facilities. 

The program was to continue through J.tine 30 ♦ However, when 
tne non-public school closed before ^he of ficial "public school 
closing, actual ESL classes were not held through the end of. June 
instead the teachers engaged in other activities such fts cohduct- 
'-nc( parent teachers workshops, working in district offices or, 

20 ' 



teaching as substitutes in the public schools. Others attended 
nSL meetings or^ made intervisitations. 

Implementation' of Recommendations Made in Prior Study - In the 
'previous -study four major reconunendations were forv/ai^ded. All 
of these were implemented during this school year. 

To satisfy the recommendation that another formal tost be 
used in' addition to the standardized test to dia^gnose oral lang^ 
iiage oroficiency the ESL teachers utilized oroject Minimal 
' Lamjuage Gpals, Further development of ^this list is, under way 
' sinqe many of the teachers indicated the need for more specific, 
statements and methods of diagnosing and evaluating. In addi** 
tion the. TOBE was administered to kindergarten and first grad- 
ers. The test was chosen because' it was a more appropriate ' 
diagnostic ,test for first graders and suitable for kindergart- 
eners , 

In response to the suggestion that oriehtatiori sessions be 
held for regular classroom teachers in the hoat schools^ where- 
. ver possible an orientation session was provided if not; at the 
start of the year then during the term. In addition abput 75%. 
of the teachers participated in at least; one meeting with the 
non-^public school staff, ^ " ^ 

^tore and varied Tow abilic/ high interest materials were, 
ordered and supplied to various schobls in conjunction with the 
recoinmendation. Materials particularly suited to high school 
st;xidents were o)>served in use in bpth high schools. 

Since a final rc^coramendation was that more time be a^lott-^^d 
tiic KiilXorogram in tUe schools^ schedules were rearranged 

21 ' 
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Wherever possible in order to provide extra services where 
space was available and where there was* student need. As, 
result extended services were provided in ten schools. 

\ ■ 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, C0NCL5sI0NS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS' 



Summary of Major Fimdings * ^> - 

An analysis of pre and post test scores revealed that all 
grades made gains of from at^lmost five to seven months with the 
exception of grades ten, eleven, and twelve which mad a gain of ■ 
one year and one month. The correlated t test indicated high , 
^signif icance in inqprovement at the ,Opl level for all groups* 

There wa^ no significant difference in achievement between 
the ESL^only treatment and'the ESL with , Guidance. Although the 
seventh and eighth gracife ^roup had an average mean gain of .41 
for ESL only as opposed to an average mean gain -of .64 for KSL 
with Guidance, the F test indicated significance at only the .10 
level, ^ ' 

There was no significant difference in achievement between 
the ESL only treatment and the ESL with. Guidance treatment, A1-* . 
though the seventh and eighth grade group had a greater average 
mean gain when they had a combination of ESL and Speech (.70) as 
opposed to ESL only {,41), signific^ce was reached with the F ^ 
•test, at only the .06'level. 

The pupils identified as needing supportive assistance in 
either guidance or speech made as much improvement as those who 
were not hanciicapoecl. ' ' . 

The orograin was effectively coordinated and "fully implomento<1 
■.<i the sc!iools. -^^k* facilities w^^e generally gonJ.^ Oniy of 
tile school,*; v;ere without n room assignment. The supervisors and 
■ ceadiiirs were qualified ana competent and tnere Were highly ^> 

V .'■ 23 ' ' 



pr^priate and sufficient materials* These factors along with 
the ^all group instruction were the greates.t strengths of the 
program. 

Host of the materials and equipment were vj^ed effectively 
although some teacher,s hesitated to use some of the eKTuinment 
and indicated that they could use more specific training in. 
the Use of these machines with individual and groups of pupils ♦ 

They all stated that* their supervisior/was excellent but sug^- 

. ^'^ - ' ' . 

gested that they could benefit from more on-site' assistance when 

being given new materials' and equipment* - ' 

Some of the host schools were not coit^letely fainiliar with 

thfe goals of the ESL program and therefore were not as able .to 

work in' conjunction with the ESL teachers* 

/The teachers considered the intervisitations very valuable 

and asked for more such visits perhaps by a small team along 

vtith a supervisor* This would' provide for moife interaction 

among teachers and more guided analys'is especially for new 

_* ' * . 

teachers* . ^ ^ ' * 

Many of the teachers felt they needed a little more specif'- 
ic direction as to the goals "to work toward in the program* 
They suggested, that a list of specific skills be developed and 
made available to them or that the Minimal* Language Goals sheet- 
be" further developed in *more detail. 

The teachers stated that the small groun workshops were 

r " 

very helpful since they could share ideas and have more contact 
^^Lth other ESL teachers* 1*ne establishment of Ttoraao /si Lf^s , 



where materials^and equipment could be stored anci exchanged was 
olso considered a very valuable addition to the program this , , 

The recommendations from the prior study were implemented 
to a gTeatr-^egrfitS.,^this school year. 

Conc lu sions ■ " . 

^ * 

The KSL program j)roved to be effective. Providing' small 
group instruction to non- English speaking pupiis using the 
/iUfVio-iiiigii^i-..a|>oroa^h^ be ^donsidered an effective* way to 
iur)rova their 'fluency and competency,^in J;he^ English language? as 
^noasured by pre and post test scores. 

* There appeared to be no significant difference among treat- 
iiients where there was a combination of ESL and/or speech or 
guidance or when the treatment -was only ESL. The fact that 
t.iere were no significant differences in improvement am9ng 
treatments suggests that: the supportive services may have been 

of * 

lieloful to those pupils* who otherwise may not have functioned 

ft ■ 
as well in the ESL classroom. 

The success of the program may be attributed to the small 

aroup instruction with opportunities for -oral expression and 

interaction^ teacher* competency ^ effective coordination and 

supervision bt the program, and continuity of the teaching staff 
* - 

tne availability of suitable (naterials and equipment. 

Recommendations ' - ^ 

. ■ - ■> \ * ' 

The ESL program s^iould definitely be cohtinued since highly 
significant improvement was made. The supportive services might 
'.ilso be continued since punils with special problems were helped 
t% achievfe to the same degree as the others. * 



Thtt follo^lhg* suggestions are forwarded for consideration:- 
1\ ■ tubXicize the ESL program throughout all the Title I Non-' 

public schools so that the principals and staff dan be J>ettdr 
- 

informed of the goals and tj^chniques of Est before they are re- 
quired to file their rejiuests for servicesv 

2* * Once the program' is assigned to the host school its staff 
'should be made thoroughly familiar with the program and have ; 
closer oonl:act with the ESL teachers so that both may attain 
a, better Tlnderstanding^ of the needs of the students ,^nd ' how 
thesG may be attained. Where possible the ESL supervisojcs 
should 'work with the teachers in -implementing this, 

3. - Encotu;age all ESL teachers to utilize the materials and ma- 
chiifie^ as an integra,! part of the pi^ogram. Live dembnstration 
with pupip-s may be valuable. ^ " ^ , . * 

4. Assist the teachers in diagnosing mo^ speci-flcally individ 
ual pupil needs and' in planning for more widividuallzation of 
instruction, \ . 

5. Provide each teacher with a taoerecord^ir. 

6. Further refine the Minimal Language Goals form to provide 
for jnore specif ic identification of skills and snore effectij/e- 

metiiods of me^urement, " \ 

, * \ 

7. Continue to iricreaso the number of vntervisitations I^y 
to.-ichprs according to need and feasibility, ifaen pofrSible at- 
t*riot to oi'S^rve as a to am of two teac"K*rs and a sunorvinor 

>o ta^^t there nav i"^,mnrc guided obscrv ti >nSj T'^arnlii i # 
interaction, " - 

• ' 26 • " 



^ 8, Increase the number of schools receiving five day service, 

9, Provide for a full time secretary to assist with the many 
administrative filetails, ^ . ^.^ 

10, Develop art. evaluation design which will more accurately an 
alyze the impact of the supportive services of speech and 
guidance* " 
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-TITLE T KITGLIf . AS ^ ^^''^fy Vi n^tJGUAr-K PRri':R7^-^ NON-PtiBLIC S?nO'^:,S i^^nc -^1 -.x^: 



X 



^Us& Table 2S for nom referenced achievement data not applicable co Table 26, (See ^'Instructions" Item before 

completing this table.) 

28. Standardized Te^c Results ' \ . 

In the table below, enter the requested assessment informatioa about the tests used to evaluite the ef^fect- 
iveness of irajor project 'components/activicies in achieving desired objectives. Befoire completing this, form, | 27 | 
read all footnotes- Attach additional sheets if necessary- \ ' ^ ' i 



Coupon cat 
Cede 




Form 



Pre 



Post 



Level 



Pre 



Post 



Total 
W 2/ 



Group 
ID. 3/ 



dumber 
Tested 



IT 



"57 



Pretest 



Date 



Mean 



6/ 



SD 



Posttest 



Date 



— w 

MeanjSD 



Statistical! \' 
Data _] Subgroup 
! 9/ 



Test 



■ ■ 8/ 
Value 



1 



12T 



leg. 



lOU 



L :»rw>ri« 



U31 



93T 



1/T59.2 



lU.l4.iO 



1/T5t|i 



|0. 



U.99 



2. to 

-3 



trektaent I 



'A- 



B TM^riii 



13T1 



243 



lOltl 



1.68 
1.63 



*66 
i6l 



.79 



665 



2tf 



676 



mm 



Mum 



21 



tretetMDt II , 



3 >rlBi *rltt 



7l»6 



085 



B 



B 



S9 



23 



26 



26 



21 



5:8 



treatiUvt II 
^^rt^ittt III 



3.752.27 



Ha9 



2.ki t 



g^26 j all $r^itt>wti 



5^ 



2>2» t 



all tra)^tMnts 



1/ Identify test used and year of publication (MAT -58; CAT-70, 





2/ Total nuntJer--<xL^rticipariCs in the activity. 

y/ Identify the partidtpi^nts by specific grade level (e.g.. 

gtade J, grade S). Wher^-s^veral grades are combined, 

enceu the last two digits of tlie component code*. 
i*/ Total number of participants,-4.ncluded in the pr^ and 

posttest calculations- 
5/ 1 ^rade equivalent ; t ^ percentile r^nk; 3 » z score; 
'4 ~ Standard score (publisher's} ;-S = stanine; 6 = raw 

score ; 7 ^ other. 

IJOte: 11 e*a#i wrm r#eordad^§raatar than 12 gmda 
(arrcr 1a racdrdifig oo'opscan) 

5 caaaa racorSad at bluika 



6/ Sp = Standard peviatf.on 
7/ Te^?t Tstatisticfli («.g., t; F; X^). 
8/ Obtained value 

9) Provide data for the following groups sepa^ 
Neglected (code as il)^ Delinquent (code asj 
and Handicapped (code as H). Place the in- 
dicated code letter in the last column to 
signify the subgroup evaluated. 

• . CODE 

treatment I - ESL <mly 
freatMttt II - ESL and Speech 
■ tr««t»wit III - 'ESL and Guidance 



;0 



Xn c-;i^ tabic oncer all L^ca loss infcr::;atior.* Beruccn MIR, item ^^30 and zhis form, all parcicipanti 
lir each activity ciist be accounced for. The conponent and.activlty codes used in complccion of itcc #30 
•hould be used here so that che two tables match. See deftr.icions belovv' table for further -nstructions* * 



Component 
Code 


Activity 
Code 


(1) 

Group 
I.D. 


■ (2) 
Test 
Used 


■ (3) 
Total 
N 


(4) 
Number 
Tested/ 
Analyzed 


(5) 

Participants 
' Not Tested/ 
Analvzed 


. (6) 

Reasons why studencs were not t*$ted, or if - 
tested^ were not analyzed 

Kutnber/ 


M 


% 


"1 


lea'coti 


6 


1 




2 


2 


7 


2 


0 


i . 

\$, TOBE'72 


127 




23 ■ 


18* 


abseut for either ure or wit test 


I 






6 

I 


1 


Ji- 


2 


3 


7 


2 


0 


(1) 


TOBE'»72 


1131 


937 


19l* . 


17.2* 


tr«OBient 


216 . 






6 


1 


ll 


2 


3 


7 


2 


0 


(2+3) 








330 


21^$' 




' . .■ „ 


ttade nf flcieixt progrMft and vas 




6 


1 


k 


2 


ll 


7 


'7 

2 


0 


2l| 


8At^7' 


8£5 




189 


21.B% 


vithdrmvD before port teatlng 


5l» 






6 


1 


u 


2 


5 


7 


2 


0 


(7+8J 
25 


SAT* 7* 


21^1 


185 


56 


23.2* * 




71 


invalid eeore . ' 


25 



(1) Identify ch^e participants by specific grade level <e,g,, grade 3, grade 9), Where several grs4M are cocd>ined,^ 

enter che last two digits of the conponent code,- " ' ^ -.v 

^(2) -Identify the 'test used and "year of publication OlAT-70, SEAT- 74, etc*.) - ' ^ 

(3) Number of participants {n tfie activity, ^ - - , 

(4) Nutr-ber of parclcipants included in the pre and posttest calculations found on itetn^SO, 
"{5} Nticbe^ and percent of participants not tea ted and/or not analyzed on itcn^SO, 

(6) Specify all reasor^s w'hy students were not teated^and/or analyzed. ' ?or ^ach reason specified* provida a aepaxaca 
. nu:nber count. If any further documentation ia available, pleaae at:tach to chi$ form. If further ipAce ia 
needed to opecify and explain data los&'p attach additiOCiaX pages to thia form. 



t -H Gt.XSa AS A SECOND LANGUAGE PROGRAM NOH-PUBLir smOOtS P'^OC.r.X^ 



(ciurxh CO iccn i;30) 



Function y 'Qc^r^qr^^ ^ 



Or. '^leaner 



'In this table enter all D^^ta L^ss inforr:ation. Bct7,^e€n KIR> item f?30 and this form, all participantJ 
each activity cusc be accounted for* The conponcnt and activity cpdes used in completion of item ^30 
should be used here ao ehat^ the wo tables raacch. See deflnltionfe belo^ table for further ^nstruccionflV 



_Co!sponeat ^ 


Ac c tvlty 
Code 


(p. 

I.D. 


(2) 
"Test 
Uded 


(3) 
Total 


Tested/ 
Analyzed 


' (5) 1 
ParctclpanCs 
Kot Tested/ 
Analyzed 


(6) . 

Reasons why students were not teated^ or if 

tested^ were not analyzed 
^ ' ^/ Kutnb^er/ 

R^^s6n ^ - 


H 


7. 1 


6 


1 


k 


2 


5 


7 


2 


0 


C9) 

2S 


SAT*7lt 


29 


23 


6 


20,6% 


Belected by rejearetir - ( trdatMir 




received vms net Indicated ) 


li2 ■ 




1 


\ 




6 


7 


2 


0 


flO-12) 
26 


£*T*7 


^ 28 




7 




Rejected (indicated> grede 12) 


11 


Re^lected (did not indicate grade lere 


.) 5. 






























Recorded reaaoii fcr no teat inacctirat 


sOy 7 


Rejectedi^ Had a cotf>inaction 6f all . 
























■ 








treatnanta (grades 8) 


'323 


Data idftplaced teacher 


2 

* 


-V 


T 
























■ 











(1) Identify the participants by specific grade level (e.g. > grade 3^ grade 9). Where several grades are cofubined, 

enter the last two digits of the component code. 

(2) Identify the test used and year of publication OiAT-70> SDAT-74^ etc,)* 

(3) Nun^ber of participants in the activity. ' , ^ , , 
(4J Nuirber of participants Included In the pre and posttest calculations found on iteintfSO. 

(5) Nucber and percent of participants not tested and/ or liot analysed on itemtfSO. 

(6) Specify a 1 1 reasons why students were not tested /and/or analyzed* For each reason specified^ provide a separate 

nunber count* If any further documentation is available^ please attach to this form* If further apac^ is 
needed t5 specify and. explain data loss, attach additional pages to this fo^rm* 
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